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The purpose of the Program of Special Directed 
Studies <PSDS) is: (1) to identify a group of secondary school 
seniors and recent graduates with marked intellectual ability and 
potential for academic attainment whose achievement , as measured by 
standard tests and schuol records^ is inadequate to secure admission 
to degree programs at accredited and selective colleges and 
universities; and (2) to prepare a selected group of such students^ 
by a two year program of carefully planned and supervised studies, to 
move into a standard degree program at an appropriate level and 
successfully to complete it. The population from which PSDS students 
are to be selected is defined by two criteria^ (1) that they do not 
have a record of academic achievement adequate enough to secure 
admifision by traditional criteria to a degrie program at a selective 
college or universi-ty; and (2) that the main reason for this lack of 
achievement be due to a cultural or social disadvantage. This report 
is an attempt to discuss and to define these^ terms, to provide a 
model for admissions based upon them, and to evaluate past admissions 
procedures with respect to this model. Since the two criteria given 
above define a potential student population much larger than the 
number of students the program can accept, an attempt is also made to 
set up criteria for selecting specific sub-groups of the defined 
population in an objective manner* (Author/JM) 
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ABSTRACT 



The Program of Special Directed Studies is interested in placing 
disadvantaged or risk students into the selective ClaraTiont Colleges, 
Operational definitions of the words ''disadvantaged'- and '-risk" are 
proposed^ and an evaluation of past admissions procedures is offered on 
the basis of these definitions* It ts pointed out that far greater than 
fort^r applicants each year would qualify for eonslderation fpr PSDS on 
the basis of the proposed definitionfl of disadvantaged and riski ten 
objectively definable ^ possible admissions, criteria are suggested as a 
means of selecting a sub-group of this applicant population for admission. 
It is assumed that in selecting any such sub«group, academic success at the 
Clarefnont Colleges is the primary goal. However, "success" Is a word which 
has not been well defined In connection with the PSDS program; theraforej 
an operational definition of success is. offered, and the effectiveness of 
the proposed admissions model Is evaluated by comparing each of the ten 
variables to four measures of success* In the course of the evaluation, 
revised admissions models are developed on the basis of sex and home college, 
and significant correlations between these revised models and the measures 
of success are, observed » It is recommended that PSDS accept the operational 
definitions of disadvantaged and risk developed in this report ^ and that the 
model for admissions be incorporated into the present selection procedure. 
Suggestions for the Implementation of these recommendations are also advanced 



A PROPOSED ICDEL^ FOR PSDS ADMISSIONS 
By 

Gilbart MelendreZj Dennis W. Spiickj Robart P, Lowman, 
Kathy M, DoggGtt and Samantha Banks 

'*The purpoge of the Program of Spectal DirGcted Studies is 1) to 
identify a group of secondary school seniors and recent graduates with 
marked intelleetual ability and potential for academic attainment whose 
achievement I as measured by standard tests and school records ^ is Inade- 
quate to secure admtaslon to degree programs at accredited and selef:tive 
colleges and unlversitlasi and 2) to prepare a selected group of such 
students, by a two year program of carefully planned and supervised atudieSi 
to move into a standard degree program at an appropriate level and success- 
fully to complete it. This proposal assumes thatj in the case of most of 
the students selected for admission, the chief reason for a lack of academic 
attainment will be a limited (sic) cultural background and an absence of the 
necessary inforniation and encouragement to stimulate academic ambition," 
(Claremont Colleges, 1968, p, I) 

The population from which PSDS students are to be selected Is defined 
by two criteria I 1) that they do not have a record of academic achievement 
adequate enough to secure admission by traditional criteria to a degree 
program at a selective college or university, and 2) that the main reason 
for this lack of achievement be due to a cultural or social disadvantage. 
This report Is an attempt to discuss and to define theaa terms, to provide 
a TO-del for admissions based upon them, and to evaluate past admissions 
procedures with respect to this model. Since the two criteria given above 
define a potential atudent population much larger than the number of students 
the program can accept, an attempt will also be made to set up criteria for 
selecting specific sub-groups of the defined population in an objective manner. 



Definition of Disadvantaged 



One of the PSDS objacttves is thG placerneTit of '*rir.k*' or "disad- 
vantaged^' studento into the Claremont Collegea; both termi have often bean 
used tD deacribe the kinds of .students who are sought for PSDS. Before 
going further^ it is important that these two words be carefully examined 
and defined, because their meanings are quf.te different , and it la the 
unique relationship between themvhich is the primary basis for selection 
for the PSDS program. 

According to the original program proposal those accepted were to 
be high school students and recent graduates frorn "disadvantaged'* back- 
grounds; that Is, those from ethnic and/or poverty sub*cultures who do 
not have the economic^ social, cultural, emotional j or educational 
advantages of the majority of the students their age. No ninre speGiflc 
definition is offered, but the followirg categories seem to have been 
considered disadvantageous by the PSDS ateffj and will provide the basts 
for an operatlDnal definition of the wordi 1) The student Is from a 
minority group (this in itself) does not mean that a student is "disad- 
vantaged", but PSDS Is particularly interesttid in minority students who 
also fall into the other categories) , 2) He comes froin a low«income 
family or a family whose limited income must be divided among a large 
number of dependents, 3) Ha has had to work to help support his family. 
4) He has been deprived of the nmterlal possessions | such as books and 
magazines, or has not experienced the activities ^ guch as private music 
lessons, camp and travel, normally- associated with children growing up 
in advantaged homes* 5) Because of his home living situation j he has 
had no adequate place to study, 6) He has difficulty with the English 
language, 7) He has attended elementary and secondary schools which 
may not have adequately prepared him academically for college; he has 
not developed an average reading speed or good study habits, 8) His 
home life has involved not living with his complete or natural family, 
having both parents employed, or frequently having changed places of 
residence. 9) He has a police record. Operational definitions for each 
of these nine categories are offered in the next section. 

It is probably safe to assume that an applicant is more disadvantaged 
as he falls into more and more of the categories, yet It Is obvious that an 
applicant need not fall into all nine categories to qualify for admission to 
PSDS as a disadvantaged studertt. However, there may be certain of the 
categories that are essential. The original proposal suggests that category 
twoj "He comes from a low-income family or a family whose limited Income must 
be divided among a large number of dependantSj" may be such a case, and for 
this report it will be so defined. This is to say that an applicant who does 
not. come from a family of limited financial resources cannot be considered to 
be dlaadvantaged^ unless there are eKceptional circumstances » defined as 
falling into at least half of the other eight categories. This would be 
especially true if the applicant ware not a member of a minority group. 
However J financial need^ of and by itself does not qualify an applicant as 
disadvantaged either . In addition to low income ^ the applicant should fall 
into at least two other categories before he is considered to be disadvantaged. 
For a summary of the criteria proposed for qualification as disadvantaged ^ 
refer to Figure 1. 
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Figure 1 

Summary of Proposed Criteria for QuaH ficRt jnn as Disad vantaged 

Yes* 

Falls into 
Yes any 2 other 

categories 

No ^-^ 

Limited Financial 
Resourees 

Falls into 
No any 4 other 

catt^goriea 

No 



^Quallfltes a& disadvatitaged 

Gomparison of PSDB Students to the DaCiniuion of Disadvantaged 

This section will compara admitted PSDS students to the previously 
outlined operational definition of disadvantaged and explore how well the 
objectives have been met. From application forniSs test scores, high school 
grades s and other data collected concerning the eighty PSDS students selected 
for the first two years of the program's operationj we can deterrnine how well 
the students fit the criteria outlined in the PSDS proposals. In addition, 
there la information on students who applied for admittance in September^ 1969, 
but who were denied entrance into PSDS, This rejection group (R-group) is 
divided into two categories on the basis of letters sent to them: an R*grwup 1 
letter saying that the competition was keen and that the student had not been 
accepted; and an R-grnup 2 letter saying that the student Bid not appear to 
need a program like PSDS, (Spuck, 1968| Stout and Spuck, 1969; Helendre^j 1969) 
This information will also be included where it sheds gome light on the 
selection process. 

How well did the students fit the category of being disadvantaged? A 
systematic comparison of the atudents anterlng in 1968 and 1969 to the nine 
criteria discussed earlier as defining disadvantaged will answt^^ this 
question; 

1) The student Ig from a minority group . 

As originally set forth in the PSDS prppogal, students were to coma 
from a limited area and were to represent several racial backgrounds. Of 
interest is the fact that PSDS is implicitly aimed at getting more Mexican* 
Americans Into the program than blacks and other ethnic groups* This is 
because PSDS originally Intended its students to come primarily from Southern 
California, which has a large Me5clcan*Ainertcan population. Although the vast 



majority of PSDS students have come from Southern California ^ other 
students, primarily from the Southwcitern United States, havfi been 
adraitted to the progranu 
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Tha ethnic bankground of the 195S students is as follows- 
26 Mexican'Amer leans, 11 Blacks, 2 AnRlos, and 1 Puerto Rican. Thus, 
a large percentage of the students are from nilnority groups and can 
probably be said to have not completely shared the dulture of the 
majority of Anglo-Americans. More diversity of ethnicity was achieved 
in the 1969 group, with 20 Mexican-Americans, 7 Blacks, 4' Anglos i 7 
American Indians, 1 Oriental, and 1 Guanianian* 

2) He coffies frofn a low income familv or a family wh os e limit ed income 
must be divided among a lar ^ o number of dependents . ^ 

The mean annual income of 1968 PSDS students* families was $5,500, 
with a mean of 5.25 dependents supported on this income. Pour students 
were orphaned or received np support from their families. However, the 
families of sIk of the students earned $10,000 or more annually, and 
half of the students' families consisted of not more than four children. 
According to the DEO guidelines for the Upward Bound Program which lists 
income per dependent, the families of 20 of the 40 PSDS students would 
not qualify as "poor" families (Office of Economic Opportunity, 1968), 
although their definition of poverty may be for our purposes an unreal/- 
tsttcally low one (see Table 1) * Figures for the 1969 group were 
similar, although indicating a s^lghtry lower income per dependent. 
Three students' families earned $10,000 or more annually and 15 of 38 
would not qualify as ''poor'* families according to OEO standards. It is 
interesting to note that the mian income for families of both categories 
of rejected applicants was higher: $7,880 tor R-group 1 and $7,750 for 
R-group 2, although the mean number of dependents to be supported from It 
was also higher (5*44 and 6.62 respectively). 

PSDS, unlike Upward Bound, is not interested solely In poverty 
students I Instead It attempts tu recruit students whose education was 
hindered as a result of the family's economic and cultural situation. 
This educational handicap may exist with a family Incoraa considerably 
above the level specified by the Upward Bound guidelines, but it must 
also be recognised that the median family income for regularly admitted 
Claremont students is quite high. At Pomona College, for eKample, the 
median family income is over $15,000 a year (Pomona College, 1969), 
for PSDS then, economic disadvantage should be defined relative to the 
regular 'Student* In addition to the Upward Bound guideline figure, Table 1 
gives a proposed upper family Income limit for use with the PSDB students* 
This limit Is based on the number of persons dependent on the Income. A 
student's family income below this limit will be considered economically 
disadvantaged; a student whose family enjoys an income level above this 
limit will not be so considered. Families who receive state or federally 
funded types of welfare are considered to have met the proposed guidelines* 
Furthermore, students whose family income ig higher than the limit proposed 
qualify If there has been serious mismanagement of the income, the family 
has had large expenditures over a long period of time (for example, a 
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family member may be sef:'Dusly 111 and requirQ hospitalization or other 
expensive treatment), or If the incnnie, for nno reason or anorher, has 
not been and is not available to benefit the student. 



TABLE 1 



Family Incon^ Levels Associfited with 
Poverty and Eecnomic Disadvantage 



Faraily Size 


Upward Bound 


PSDS 




I 


$1,600 


$2,600 




2 


2,100 


3,900 




3 


2,600 


4,800 




4 


3,300 


5,700 


*add $500 for each 


5 


3,900 


6i600 


additional member 


6 


4,400 


7,500 




7 


4,900 


8,400 


**add 1900 for each 


8 


5,400 


9.300 


addlttonal member 


9 


5,900 


10,200 




10 


6,400* 


11,100** 





Wh©n the PSDS guidalines are applied to the 1968 clasSj twenty-seven (67*5%) 
students qualify as economically disadvantaged while thirteen (32*5%) do not* 



The inforTnation found in Table 2 compares th& PSDS families' incomes 
with the family income of Pomona College studentij as reported by freahmen 
entering September 1968 (Pomona Colloge, 1969), 



TABLE 2 



Gompartson of Family Income* PSDS and PomDna College 



parent's Income 


1968 Pomona College Freshman (%) 


1968 PSDS (7.) 


0- 3,999 


2.2 


32,5 


4,000- 5,999 


2.5 


22 J 


6,000- 7,999 


5.4 


15.0 


8,000- 9,999 


9.1 


15,0 


10,000-14,999 


22.1 


15.0 


15,000-Ovar 


58.7 


0.0 




100.07, 


100.0% 
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Anothc^r way of tneasurlng a student ^^ soclD-economic Index Is based 
upon a Soclo-Economic Scale of Occupations presefttcd by Reig.q (1961). 
The scale ranges from 0-99, thus ranking the studGnt'fi' father according 
tD his occupation, with lawyers and judnes ratlnR 93, bookkeepers 51, 
farm Uborers 6, etc. On this scnle, the fathers of 24 out of 33 of the 
1968 PSDS students received scores of 30 or below, with the mean value 
being 24,09* This value represents jobs such as auto mechanics, bus 
drivers, plasterers, or road machinery operators and is about equal to the 
national average. Although the mean for the 1969 group on the same scale 
was slightly higher, 30.52 (N-7) , the difference Is not statistically 
significant; and both represent approximately the same socio-economic 
grouping, R-group 2's mean score was 35.28; R-group I'a was 26.00. A 
comparison group of 40 regularly admitted freshmen in 1968 had a mean of 
58*05 (Spuck, 1969^). This indicates that although the occupations (and 
presumably incomes) of PSDS fathers are not different from the national 
average, they differ significantly frqm choose of regula^rly admitted freshmen, 

3) He hag had t o work to support his family . 

Among the 1968 students, 8 of 40 reported that they had to work to 
support their families. No comparison data of any kind is available, and 
therefore, It is impossible to draw conclusions about hew PSDS students 
differ from other student groups. For the eight students^ of course^ 
this is added support for qualification as disadvantaged* 

^) He has been deprived of th e materi al possessions, such as books and 
magazines , or has not exp er ienced activities such as private music lessons, 
camp or travel^ which are normally associated V7lth children growing up In 
a d va n^ta g e d home a # _ _ __ _ 

In both 196$ and 1969, the Environmental Participation Index (Mathis, 
1967) was administered to entering PSDS groups; the results are summarised 
in Table 3. 



TABLE 3 



Summary of Results: Environmental Participation Index 



Posseaslons 
'68 »69 



Activities 
'68 '69 



Highly Disadvantaged 

Disadvantaged 

Average 

Advantagad 

Highly Advantaged 



5 
13 
11 
4 
6 



9 
6 
12 
10 

2 



2 
7 
16 
10 
4 



0 
7 
16 
14 
2 



K^39 



N^39 



N^39 



N^39 
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The tnean values for both the 1968 and 1989 groups fall within the 
range of **Avcrage" for both Possessipns and Actlvltias. In comparing 
PSDS admissions to the definition of disadvantagei students proposed in 
this papers it should be notod that less than half of the PSDS students 
tasted were identified as disadvantagGd by the EPl; however^ they are 
significantly lower than moi^n scores from a comparison group of regularly 
admitted freshmen taken in 1968, which falls into the "Advantaged" 
category, 

5) Because of his home living situation, ho has had no adequate place to 
study i 

No direct Information about this catego^ Is avallablo; this infor- 
mation will be collected from each appliciint in the future so that an 
assessment will be possible* 

6) He has difficulty with the English language , 

A number of PSDS students^ from both the 1968 and 1969 ent^iring 
classesj reported that they spoke a language other than English. Table 4 
summarizes these data. 



TABLE 4 



(Jso of Language Other Than Ingllih by PSDS Students 



Language other than English spoksn! 



Spaniih 
Indian Dialect 
Chinese 



% of time other language spokeni 
(outside claaaroom) 

Less than 50% 
About 50% 
Greater than 50% 




Total 



Total 



19 
0 

19 
1968 



14 
19 



1969 



14 

2 

17 
1969 



13 

2 

17 



It may be that a student who speaks a language other than EnRlish 
more than 30% nt the time Dutside the Glassroom would be at a definite 
disadvantage in college. If this Is the case, a numbF: of PSDS students 
from both yeari have a definlta English language handicap. 

As further indication of potential language difficulty in eollege, 
slightly over half of the 1968 studenta reported that as pre-stnool 
children their parents had not read to themj the corresponding figur^js " 
for the 1969 group are 16 of 38, This wuld Indicate that thoir early 
language involvement In any language was lltnit'^.d, 

7) He has at tended elementary and secondary schools which may not have 
adequately prepared htm flcademlpally for col lege;" he li as not developed " 
an average reading speed of good study habits / 

There Is no conmionly accepted method of evaluating high schools and 
the quality of education they provide. However, when the 1968 students 
themselves were askfcd to conmient upon their high school preparation, many 
felt that they were handicapped In courses and classes, especially math 
and English, They cited lack of Interest on the part of the teacher or 
the school as a contributing factor. The majority of students also felt 
Chat they had been given inadequate pre-college counseling in school; as 
an eMmple of this, only eight out of forty heard about PSDS through' their 
counselor* The 1969 students expressed similar dissatisfaction with their 
high school preparation # 

Recent studies have tended to support the argument that economically 
disadvantaged areas, and especially those with high minority populations, 
tend to have schools with fewer services, poorer facilities, . less adequately 
prepared teachers, and a lower per pupil expenditure than areas which are 
more economically advantaged (Coleman, 1966; Guthre, Kleindroter, Levin, and 
Stout, 1969), This varlF.tlon In school support is frequently as great within 
districts as It is bet^?een districts within a state. Since many of the 
students come from economically alsadvantaged backgrounds, chances are good 
that they are also adueationally disadvantaged as a result of having attended 
schools which did not adquately prepare them for college, 

8) His home life has Involved not living with his complete or natural family , 
having both paren ts employed, or frequent ly having changed "place of residence ! 

The majority of PSDS students from both the 1968 and 1969 classes report 
that they do not generally reside with both of their natural parents. Table 5 
presents these data. 



TABLE 5 

Person With Whom Student Generally Resides 



EKLC 



Both Parents 
One Parent 
Relative 
Guardian 
By Self 
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As reported In Table 6, many PSDS students have CDme from families where 
th© mother works outside the homo* 



TABLE 6 
Mother Wcrkg Outside Home 





1968 


1969 


Yes 


18 


15 


Ho 


ii 


23 




N=37 


Ns38 



Data on the. frequency with which the families of PSDS students have moved 
is not available. 



9) He has police recoid , 

Applicanta falling Into this category may be at a rather severe 
.disadvarttage when attempting to gain admission to college. A record 
of Juvenile delinquency, particularly if it has included time spent In 
a reformatory or placement into a foster home^ is very often accompanied 
by a disruption of the educational process necessary for admiision to 
college* EKamples are tranrferring to a continuation high school| dropping 
out of school, or meeting high school requirements in a reformatory. 
Even in those cases where high school has been completed, the level of 
performance is likely to be far below that expected of incotnlng freshmen 
at the Claremont Colleges, Where the offenses have been committed as 
an adult 5 the picture is somewhat different ; these offenses are a matter 
of public recordj as opposed to the sealed file of the juvenile offender, 
and as such they are more likely to follow the individual when he is 
applying for employment or trying to enter college. Frequently / individuals 
with drug offenses or with records of disruptive or violent behavior find it 
very difficult to gain admission to collegs. 

Although it would seem that applicants with a police record My have a 
rather severe disadvantage, no attempt is presently being made to system- 
atically compile this -information* Furthermore, because of the potential 
for abuse, it Is our opinion that no systematic attempt should be tmdm to 
solicit or record such data in the future, except in such cases where the 
police record itself is of prime consideration in the potential selection 
of the applicant , This would be particularly applicable to those whose 
offenses were committed as a Juvenile ; the court seals such records for 
the protection of the individual, and it would not be in the interest of 
any PSDS applicant ttf compile in this office any potentially harmful record 
of past offenses. However, if the student volunteers such infoiTnatlon as a 
part of his applicatlDn and/or bases his application for admission on this 
form of disadvantage, the information will be noted and compiled. 




Wir y b.' 
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Now that data for the entire 1968 and 1969 groups have bean presented 
for each of the nine criteria for disadvanta.^ed status, we can sae whether 
individual students have generally conformed to the definition given 
earlier* To accompltih this end, several tablei and figures will be used. 
A review of Figure 1 (Page 3) will further clarify the tol lowing data* 

FIGUHE 2 

Classification of 1968 PSDS Students as Dlsadvantoged 



Lifnlted Finanelal 
Raiources 



N^27 



No 

N^13 



Fails tnto 
any 2 other 
categorlei 



Falls Into 
any 4 other 
categories 



Yes* 
N-27 

No 
N^O 

N^l 
No 

N^12 



^Qualifies as disadvantaged 



FIGUMS 3 

Claislfleatlbn of 1969 PSDS Studenti as Dliadvantaged 



Yea 
N^29 



Limited Financial 
Resources 



No 

N-U 



Falls Into 
any 2 other 
categories 



Falls Into 
any 4 other 
cateioriei 



Yea* 
Ns25 



No 

N^4 



Yes* 
N^l 



No 

N^IO 



*Quallfies as dtssdvantaged 



CUisiflad Si Diiadvantaged 

Number economically disadvantaged 
Number not economically disadvantaged 

Total Clagsified Disndvantaged 

Not Claiiifled as Diiadvantaged 

Total 



27 
J. 

28 (70.0%) 
12 (30,0%) 
40 



25 

J, 

26 (65.0%) 
14 (35*0%) 
40 



The numbor of students falling Into each of the nine categories, the 
exact cifltaria used In the determination, and the source of the information 
is contained in Appendix A, . 



Definition of Risk 

A "risk" student may be defined as a student whose grades, and/or 
test scores are low and would normally keep him out of , selective four year 
colleges. > 

Traditionally a student's admission to college has been heavily 
dependent upon his high school grade-point average and other intellectual 
measures. Research has supported the use of these predietors, since they 
are highly related to grades in college among white middle, upper middle, 
and upper aocio-economlc status students (Lavin, 1965) . Colleges and 
unlversitiee have the tendency to define risk in terms of low SAT scorei, 
low high school grade-point averages or both. Recently students with quite 
dlfftrent cultural backgrounds have been admitted to college with greater 
and greater frequency. Since research has not yet been able to provide 
adequate prediction models foyiise In these new college populattoni, many 
students can be considered risks because they do not have the traditional 
academic credentials normally associated with college success. This risk 
status implies a higher than usual probability of failure in coHegci. 

The actual risk is two^fold. First the college and the community at 
large are investing regources in each student. These resources include 
both time and money * The cost of education is not covered by tuition alone, 
and frequently risk students are being partially or totally aupportcd 
through financial aid anyway. The first type of risk, then, is to the 
college and the Gommunlty, through loss of invested rGSpurces if the student 
does not succesifully complete his course of study. In most cases, of coursij 



•J 

I , 



24 
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TABLE 18 

Correlation of Admission Model nnd Success 



the lose would not be total. The second type of risk is related to the 
student himself* The student and his fatnily are risking their capital 
and time In putting the student through college. This is an investment 
not totally reclaimed if the gtudent does not cornpletc his college work, 
Purther, the student is risking the consequences of failure itself, a task 
unoompletedj defeat and frustration. It is possible that failure in 
college could have serious consequences on the student's self concept , 
self confidence, TOtivationj ambition and many other aspects of the student's 
piyohic construct. 

It must be recognized that the term risk is relattve. Since over half 
of the first year PSDS students were accepted at state collegas or univarai-* 
ties, it seems obvious that a risk itudant, at a selactlve Qollegej may not 
be a risk at a less selective school. This point is illustrated by Egerton 
(1969, p. 15) I 

"A risk at Harvardi where the median SAT icore is about IsSOO, 
would be a priEe catch for many an inetitutton which accepti 
any high ichool graduate. Not every youngiter could iuccaed 
at Harvarrt, nor could Harvard iucceed with every youngiter— 
without iurrendering its poiltion (baicd In some measure on SAT 
acores) as the foremoit institution in the nation, , 

The PSDS program then^ attempts to admit studenti who would be considered 
risks at the Claramont CollegeSj and specifically to saek Individuals who 
fall into the risk category by reason of dlgadvantaged background/ 

Any attempt to define risk in ternii of high aeheol grado-polnt averages 
and SAT score g will be subitantially arbltraifyi this is especially the case 
Mh&vB one attempti to define a single set of criteria for all five of the 
undergraduate ClareTOnt Collegas, In spite of this, a single standard will 
be formulated here as a preliminary standard. It is expected that this 
standard will be reconsidered and reformulated over the neKt year and that 
alternationi will oecut which will reflect differences In college admissions 
criteria. As an eKceptlon to the above model, Harvey Mudd College (HMC) 
will have a different level of SAT«Mth score specified. 

Information published concerning the Claremont Collegeo (College Entrance 
Examination Board, 1967) suggests that the average Claremont College student 
was in the top 10% of hli high school class and made scores of about 625 on 
the verbal portion and about 600 (over 700 at fflffi) on the mathematics portion 
of the SAT* Less than 5% of incoming freshnien at all five schools made scores 
of less than 550 on the verbal portion and 500 (650 at ffiiS) on the math 
portlDn of the SAT* ' Since these data were collected several years ago, these 
levels have tended to increase, and the definition of risk should reflect this 
change. In view of the above information, it would seem that a student with an 
SAT^verbal score below 550, with an SAT-math ,score below 7*00, or a combined SAT 
score below 1,050 (for IDC -SAT mathematics score below 650 a total below 1,200) 
would not generally be regularly admissible at the Claremont Colleges and therefore 
could be considered a risk student. Similar data concerning high school 
grades suggests that any applicant with a grade-polnt average of less than 
2,75 on a four point scale would ordinarily not be admitted. For the 
purposei of this model a student who applied for regular admission at one 



of the Claremont Colleges and who was rejected will be constderad to 
have met the risk criteria; it is recogni^ad that many students who 
have high SAT scores and a good hifUi school grade-point nver^ are 
turned down for /admission because of the limited space available, hit 
since these colleges are dedicated to admitting qualified minority 
students j it is assumed that the sole reason a minority student 
would not be regularly admitted would be because of his risk status. 

The mean GPA for 1968 PSDS students was 2,79 on a 4,0 scale, end 
the mean class rank was Just below the top quarter of their classes. 
The mean GPA for the 1969 students was somewhat less (2,49), and more 
than half of them were in the bottom quartllo of their graduating 
class, indicating that they achieved at a lower level In high school 
than did the 1968 group. Surprisingly enough R-group I's mean GPA 
was higher (2,69) than R-Group 2's mean GPA (2,14), the reverse of 
what might have befin expected. It Is interesting that the mean GPA 
for the 1968 group is above the level proposed In this report to 
define risk students, while the 1969 mean GPA is substantially below 
that level. 

For the 1968 PSDS group, the mean Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) 
verbal score was 453,94 (with a range from 253*^603) , and the mean SAT 
math score was 461,41 (with a range of 316*742) . Means for the 1969 
group are similar and not statistically different. The mean SAT verbal 
score was 468,25 (with a range of 233«707) , and the mean SAT math score 
was 438,92 (with a range from 220-717) . All four of these means are 
well below the criteria established for the classification of a student 
as a rlak* 

The classification of the 1968 and 1969 students into the 
category of academic risk Is sumnmrleed in Table 8* 

tabu; 8 



Claaslflcatlon of PSDS Students as Academic Risks 





1968 


1969 


Qualifies as a risk student 


39 


37 


Does not qualify as a risk student 


_I 


_3 


Total 


40 


40 



The number of indivlduali falling into each category is aummariged in 
AppendlK 2, 
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The words "disadvantaged" and "risk*' as applied to PSDS had not been 
elearly defined prior to this report. An attempt has been made to define 
these terms Dperationally , and data were presented which demonatrate that 
PSDS students are disadvantaged, at least in comparison to regularly 
admitted studonts* Further^ data were presented which strongly Indicated 
that the PSDS students were actually academic risks In comparison to the 
traditional requlroments of the Claremont Colleges. Up to this point we 
must conclude that PSDS is meeting its stated goals of admltclng dlsad* 
vantaged students who are an academic risk* But, there ts still the serious 
question whether the PSDS students were risks by virtue of their being 
disadvantaged. This concept is presented gtaphtcally in Figure 4 ~ 



FIGUHE 4 

Theoretical population of PSDS Applicants 
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1^ 

( 

As represented in thU figure, Che quastion that PSDS must ask when 
eonsldering applicants for admission is, '*If this applicant's disadvantaged 
statun were removed 3 would he shift from quadrant 3 to quadrant 4, or from 
quadrant 3 to quadrant 1?*' Obviously, PSDS wishes to accept thoae who will 
shift into quadrant 1, This report has thus far dealt with Isolating those 
Individuals who. presently fall Into quadrant 3; the lemalnder will be davoted 
to ways of distinguishing between Indlviduali who would shift to quadrnnt 1 
and thoie who would shift to quadrant 4, 

Figure S has been prepared to summarize the Glasaification proeadure 
applied to the 1968 and 1969 PSDS students. It is constructed in the same 
way as Figure 4* but the actiual numbers of studenti who fall into the four 
quadrants are given for the t^o years. It can be aeen rather easily that 
itudenti admitted to the program have overwhelmingly conformed to the 
definition of rtik^presented in this report. However, almost one out of 
every three students admitted has not been elaasifled da a diaadvantaged 
student. Admittedly, data are not avallablt on all nine of the categoriei 
offered as the operational definition of disadvantaged^ and ware these data 
available^ some additional students would undoubtedly be claaslfled as dia* 
advantaged. However^ it should be noted that these data, since they are not 
available, could not poaslbly have been taken Into consideration in the 
admissions procedure itself. 



FIGURE 5 



Distribution of Admitted PSDS Students 
Into Theoretical Population Categories 
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A question, than, still remains about the consistency of the critGria which 
have been used In the past to galect students for PSDS ♦ In the next section 
a review will be made of some of the characteristics apparently ustid as 
admissions criteria in the past, and a model will be outlined which may point 
the way to fnore objective admissions procedures in the future*^ 

PSDS Selection 

This report so far has Identified the population from which PSDS ia to 
select its students* This population is presufiTably much larger than the 
forty students which can be ^elected each year, and therefore, some criteria 
must be establiihed to aid in the selection of students with which the program 
can succeed* There is no sense whatever in bringing studenCs to the Claremont 
Colleges who have no chance of benefltin^^ from the resources available to them* 

The PSDS selection procedure has been essentially very subjective in 
nature. Members of the PSDS staff, together with a group of seven students 
and several ^faculty members of the , Claremont Colleges, read the student's 
written personal statements, and when possible » interview the student. 
While a few students are eliminated because they do not qualify as disad* 
vantaged or risk (by some previqusly less rigorously specified definition), 
most are eliminated on soma sub jectlve, and as yet, not operationally defined 
basis. The Research and Appraisal staff has not in the past been able to 
offer a salectiDn model which would tend to objectify the process* The 
object of this model would, of course, be to identify those studenta within 
tha apeclfied potential population, who could, in fact, suQceed on the 
Program of Special Dtrectad Studies, Success, a word which needs to be 
defined operationally and which will be considered in detail in a later 
section of this report, is essentially measured by a student's eventual 
graduation from a four year college or unlveriity, preferably one of the 
Claremont Colleges*^ 

In place of the regular college admlssioiis criteria, PSDS Is aeeklng 
StudenCs who show some traditionally unmeaiurable quality which might be 
a sign of strength, an indicatlpn of probablG collega succass* Based 
upon the original prpposal, applicants have been selected who show "a V 
marked intellectual ability and potential for academic achlevenient , " 
presufnabry in other ways besides overall grade-polnt average or test 
scores. Unfortunately, this proposal was not very specific concerning 
what was meant by marked "ability and potential," though it did list 
the followlngi IntellQctual and emotional opennesii eagernees and 
courage to enceunter new eKperiinces, ideas, and envtronmentii ereativlty; 
ability to distinguish between what- is hoped for and what is reallitically 
posslblei a sense of personal worth dnd of the eKtent and limltationi of 
one's abilitlesi a sense of humor | a willingness to work hard over a long 
periodi community leadership or family responsibility | and unuiual skills 
In communication and in dealing with world problems. The above list of 
qualities, although impressive, is of small value to us since these 
qualities are very difficult to objectively define and measure durit^ the 
admissions procedure* Therefore, to escpand the original modelj several 



*A pralimlnary report has been written dealing with PSDS student auccess 
at the Claremont CollegeSp This report does not ipeclfically identify ob- 
O . Jectlves, but does consider several indications of student succeas (Spuck, 1969). 
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other characteristics are suggested below. All of thase suggestad 
criteria have face validityi that lo, they appear, on casual inspection 
to be characteristic of the kind of student the program wants* In 
addition, all of them may be easily operationally defined and measured 
during the selection procedure. These ar^! 1) High performance in 
one or two high school subjects, 2) Evidence of marked Improvement in 
last year of high school. 3) High grades at one point, with a subse- 
quent decline, perhaps due to a loss of motivation or family problems, 
4) High IQ accompanied by under-achievement , 5) Low measured IQ 
accompanied by over'-achlevement . 6) HuslGal or artistic talent, 
7) Varied Interests and ' extracurricular activities^ 8) Successful 
employment experiences. 9) No history of family on welfare. 10) Steady 
improvement of grades In high school. ' 

Through the use of some combination of these qualifications, in 
conjunction with the. previously discussed criteria for classification 
as disadvantaged and as a risk, an extremely objective selection 
procedure could be developed for PSDS, However, there is a aerioui 
question whether students selected in such a manner could be any more 
successful at the Claremsnt Colleges than students selected any other 
way. The answer to this question can still be only imperfectly answered, 
beeause no PSDS students have yet graduated from college, but such 
evaluation as is possible at this time appears as the rest of this report* 



Succesar An Operational Definition 



While no PSDS students have yet graduated from college, it is still 

possible to talk about the success of any one student or group of students 

on the program. To demonstrate this point, an= examination of the steps 
. necessary for graduation for a PSDS student Is in order. 

First, a student must be accepted at his home collega as a regular 
student. The criteria for acceptance as a regular student have primarily 
been a) the completion of a certain number of courses with a grade average 
satisfactory to the PSDS administration and the admissions officers of the 
home college j and b) the subjective opinion of the PSDS adminiatration 
that the student no longer needs the supportive services of the program to 
be successful academically* 

Second, the student must pass enough courses to meet graduation 
requirements at his college. Although the exact requirements vary acrosi . 
the five colleges, about 32 courses (about 16 units per aemeater) are 
necessary for graduation* . 

Third, the student must maintain the minimum grade average necessary 
for graduation at his college, usually about 2.00 on a four-point acale. 

Using theae three steps toward graduation as the basis for evaluating 
success, the following operational definition was derived, „ 



ERIC 



17 

1) teavtng the PSDS Program 

Scores are agsigned according to the number of semesters a student 
must spend on the PSDS progranij as described In Table 9. 



TABLE 9 



Measure of Success! Number of Semestars on PSDS 



Number of Setnestera 


Success 




on PSDS 


Score 




1 


4 




2 


3 




3 


2 




4 


I 




terminated 


0 




maximum possible score = 4 







2) Cotnpleting Courses . 

Scores are assigned according to the number of courses passed each 
year, as summariised in Table 10, 



TABLE 10 



Measure of Successi Number of Couraes passed 



Humbar of Couraas 
Passed Par year 


Success 
Score 




7 or more 


4 






5-6 


3 






3-4 


2 






1-2 


I 






0 


0 






Jtexlmum possible score 








^ 4 per year 







^ 18 
3) Grades After Leaving PSDS Program * . 

Scorea are assigned for each sameater after a student has achieved 
regular status at his home college, as summarised in Table 11* 



TABLE 11 



Measure of Success i Grade Point Average 



GPA for Semester 


Success Score 


> 3.25 




4 


> 2,75 




3 


> 2,00 




2 


< 2.00 




• 0 


tnaxlmum possible score 






^ 4 per semester 






Under this systGm a student can score 


12 


points per year. Table 12 


summariEes the ma^cimum possible score 


per 


year for an individual scudent. 


TABLE 


12 




Summary of Scoring Procedure 


for 


Measure of Total Succesa 



First Year: 



Leaves program after one semester 4 
Pagses 7 or more courses during year ' 4 

GPA > 3i25 second semester 4 

12 

Subsequent Years j 

GPA > 3.25 first semester 4 
GPA > 3.25 second semester , 4 

Passes 7 or more courses during year ' 4 

12 



The 1968 PSDS class achieved a mean success score for the 1968-69 
school year of 4,95, with a range of scores from 0 to 12. At the end of 
their first school year, the entering 1969 class had a mean success score 
of only 3*20, also with a range of 0 to 12. The difference between means 
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for the fcro yeare Is highly significant (t ^ 4.8^ d.f. ^ 78, p less than 
.0005). At the end ot their second year, the mean success score for 
members of the 1968 class was 8.75, with a range of 0 to 23. 



It Is obvious from these data that^ some Individuals have done ver 
t^ell on the program, while others have done very poorly indGed, It is 
now time to look earefully at the differences between the successful 
and unsuccessful students on the program and to try to discover whether 
or not the admissions model proposad earlier can account for some of 
these differences in success* 

Evaluation of the Admissioni Model 

In a previous sectionj ten possible criteria for admission to the 
PSDS prDgram were suggested. By comparing the success of members of 
the 1968 and 1969 claases with the presence of these criteria, and with 
the more traditional admissions criteria, it should be possible to 
Isolate variables which amy be useful as predictors of success In 
future years - 

Briefly summarised, these are the variables which were compared t 
the measure of success* OperatiDnal definittons and summary statistics 
for each criterion are shown in Apperidix C. 

1) High performance in one or two high school subjects 

2) Evidence of marked improvement in last year of high school . 

3) High grades at one pointy with a subsequent decline, perhaps 
due to a loss of motivation or family problems 

4) High IQ accompanied by under^achievement 

5) Low measured IQ accompanied by over*achievement 

.6) Musical or artistic talent ' 

7) Varied interests and extracurricular activities 

8) Successful employment eKperiance 

9) No hiEtory of family on welfare 

10) Steady improvement of grades In high school 

11) SAT Verbal score 

12) SAT Math score 

13) The Mooney Problem Check List 

14) Quallflcatipn as a risk 

15) Quallfieation as disadvantaged 

The measures of succeas were the followingi 

I) College cumulative grade average (GPA) 

^ 2) Number of courses passed first year 

3) Length of time on PSDS before transfer to regular status 

4) The total success score developed in the last iectlon 
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A brief aKplanation and rationale of the methods of analysis used 
will precede the data* First, It Is iniportant to remamber that PSDS 
studentj are enrolled at five independent CDlleges. Sex and college 
are confounded since one school (Scrippy) is exclusively women, one 
exclusively men (CIC) , and a third (Pltzer) admitted men for the first 
time in 1969* Harvey Mudd College Is coeducational, but overwhalffitngly 
men, and Pomona College alone of the five is closely balanced between men 
and women. All five schools use different grading systema , Seripps changed 
from grades to pass-fail in 1969, and Harvey Mudd uses a modified pass^fall 
system for the freshman year only* ChC uses a traditional 4,0 grading 
system with no pluses or minuses, while Pomona has a 12*0 scale from D- to A* 
Pltiser uses a 4,0 scale, but also tnakes use of an intermmediate set of grades 
(ABj BC| etc*), which combine^ for example, a B+ and an A-* Furtliermore , 
students may cross^register for classes at different schools from their 
freshmen year on. Ideally, all analyses would be done by sai^p year, and 
school* However j the total sample size Involved is only 80, and breaking 
down this sample into the srrall groups necessary for analysis leaves groups 
as small as 2, and moaningful analysis is, unfortunately, nearly Impossible, 
For that reason, analysis has been done for larger groups j minimizing errors 
where possible by such tactics as the introduction of an arbitrary grading 
system which partially standardizes grades at the five colleges, and using 
number of courses passed (1 coui'se equals 4 units) as a tneasure of sucoeis* 
Obviously^ thte methodology is subject to criticism,, but given the tremendous 
obstacles raised by the cluster college system, some precision had to be 
sacrificed to avoid throwing out the baby with the bath* The major findings 
will now be presented. 

Analysis was first done separately for the two years, and Tables 13 
and 14 summarize the findings, 

TABLE 13 



Correlation of Admission and Suceais Cflteria 

1968 Clais 





Cum 


Courses 


Leavas 


Total 




CPA 


Passed 


PSDS 


Success 


SAT Verbal 


-.1142 


-.276* 


-.065 


-.061 


SAT Math 


.1170 


-.072 


-.038 


-.111 


Disadvantaged 


-.1130 


-.176 


-.212 


-.252 


Risk . 


273* 


-.088 


-.051 


-.035 


(I) High performance, one 










or two subjects 


. 162 


-.096 


-.336* 


-.087 


(2) Marked Improveniant 










last year 


- .330* 


.000 


-.323* 


-.289 


(4) Under -achievement 


- .422** 


-.388* 


-.109 ' 


-.377* 


(6) Musical-Artistic 


- .082 


.112 , 


-.027 


-.015 


(?) Extracurricular Actlv, 


.039 


-.070 


.031 


.209 


(9) No Welfare 


- .048 


.099 


.099 


.019 


Total Admission 










(Sum of all 10 variables) 


.032 


-.148 


-.341* 


-.082 


*P less than .05 






**P less 


.than .01 



TABLE 14 



Corrilation off Admission and Success Criteria 

1959 Class 



- — — 1 


Cum 


Courses 


— ^ ^ 
Leaves 


.Total 




GPA 


pasBad 


PSDS 


Success 


SAT Verbal 


-.161 


-.068 


-.140 


-,090 


SAT Math 


.097 


.086 


-.172' 


-.050 


Disadvantaged 


-.072 


.114 


-.222 


-.063 


Risk 


-.201 


-.090 


-.116 


.004 


fl^ Hish Der f orniaTice one ni^ 










two subjacts 


,362* 


-.005 


.486** 


.172 


(2) Harked improvement 










last year 


.101 


.096 


.196 


.052 


(4) Under-achiG vement 


-,313* 


-.079 


-.281 


-.161 


(6) Husical/Artiitic 


.340* 


.079 


.413* 


.332* 


(7) EKtracurricular Activ* 


.441** 


.143 


.423* 


.291* 


(9) No yelfare 


.321* 


,354* 


,580** 


,316* 


Total Admission 










(Sum of all 10 variables) 


.475** 


.071 


.543* 


.249 


*P lass than »05 




**P less 


than .01 





Some explanation of Tables 13 and 14 ii in order. Firsts It muifc be 
kapt in mind that eumulative GPA and leaving PSDS are not independent 
variables, since the former Is used In reaching a decision on the latter. 
Second^ remember that there are Important differences In sex and in eollage 
whleh have been Ignpred in this overall analyEas, This Includes differing 
methods of grading at the individual colleges, which have been approximately 
itandardlged for purposes of this analysii. Third, although entirely 
different, variables seem to be related to success for the &7o elassee, it is 
Important to keep In mind the highly ilgnlficant differenee In ovei-all 
success for the two classes. Fourth, admission variables 3, 5, 8, and 10 
did not ilgnlfleantly correlate with any sueeesi criteria either year. 
Finally, the data for 1968 are incomplete, becauaa eight students, seven 
of whom are now on regular statui^ refused or were unavailable to sign 
transcript release forms to make their gradai available to this office. 
This restriction of range at the high success end of the distribution may 
in part eKplaln the iecming lack of slgnlflaant correlations for the 1968 
class* 

One very Interesting finding concerns the relationship of the 
traditional admissions criteria to the meaaures of success. SAT verbal 
icores correlated significantly only with number of courses passed for 
the 1968 gfoup, and that was a negative correlation, SAT math was not 
significantly relatad to any of the measures of success for either year. 



Degree of aeadenvJc risk was negatively correlated onlv with .cumulative 
grade average for 1968, and the same relatlDnship barely missed 
significance for the 1969 group as well. Generally ipeaking, the data 
plainly indicate that the traditional admissions criteria do not 
predict success for PSDS students . 
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The data for the 1969 class suggested five variables which were 
related to success. With the exception of variable 4, under-achieve- 
ment, all were positively related. In order to strengthen the admission 
model variable 4 was reversed, so that a score on this variable indicated 
^ under-achlevement ^ and the 5 variables were combined to form a new 
total admission score. Table 15 shows the relationship of this measure 
to success. 



TABLE 15 



Correlation of Revised Admission Total and Success 

1969 Class 





Cum 
GPA 


Courses 
Pasied 


Leaves 
PSDS 


Total 
Success 


Admiislon Total 
(Sum of variables I, 4 re- 
versed 6,7,9) 

*P less than ,05 ' 


.598*** 


,104 
*^*P leas t 

1 


,598*** 
han ,0005 


,334* 



It seemed Inappropriate to conclude; from this overall analysis that 
the admission model, as revised in Table IS, was now refined and ready to 
use in the selection of future PSDS students. At this point then, the two 
years of PSDS were eqmbined, and analysis was made by sex and by college. 
These results are described below, 



Table 16 summarizes the results of the analysis for men <N^43) , Not© 
that the musical/artistic variable is not among those significant fpr men, 
but that successful employment experience is highly significant. The 
other significant variables for men are the same as those making up the 
1969 revised model. Notice, however^ that disadvantaged and risk status 
are negatively related to success for the men. 
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TABLE 16 



Correlatiori of Admisston Model and Suecoss 
Men - 1968 and 1969 Combined 



- ---- - - - — ^ - — — — - - - - - 


- - - 
_ 

Curn 


— - ----- - 

Coursp s 


— -— — — 
Lsave s 


i 0 ca i 1 sc 






P tl s s G d 


rblJo 


Year Success 


SAT Verbal 


-.113 


-.?.56* 


-.095 


-.173 


SAT Math 


, 305* 


.003 


.128 


- ,008 


Disadvantaged 




-.289* 


- . 466** 


-.413*** 


Risk 


-.2B0* 


.023 


-.071 


.005 


(1) High Performance One 










or Two Subjects 


.289 


.■087 


-.320* 


-.038 


(4) Underachlever (Reversed) 


.380* 


.251 


.086 


.195 


(7) EKtracurricular Actlv, 


.383** 


. 342* 


.315 


.349* 


(8) Employnient Experience 


.421** 


.338* 


.346* 


.276* 


(9) No Welfare 


.208 


,349* 


.105 


.182 


Total Admission 










(Sum of all 10 variables) 


.412** 


. 338* 


-.046 


.195 


less than *05 ^*P less than 


.01 


***P less 


than ,00i 





When the five significant admissiDn variables for men were combined 
into a revised models the results were as follows in Table 17. 



TABLE 17 



Revised Admission Model for Hen 



Cunt 
GPA 


Courses 
passed 


Leaves 
PSDS 


Total 1st 
Year Success 


Reviled Total Admliiion 

for Men (Sum of Vartablei ,527^ 

1, 4 reversed, 7, 8, 9) 

*P less than ,01 


.359* 
**P less tha 


-.020 
in .0005 


.214 



For women the picture was quite different* Correlations generally were 
not as great, and there were far fewer significant relationshipgi For 
example J while variables 7 and 9^ extracurricular activity and no welfare 
were significant predictori of success for men, no significant relationship 
was observed for the women. Table 18 summarizes the findings for women (N-37) . 
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TABUE 18 



Corralotion of Admission Model and Success 
Women - 1968 and 1969 Combtnad 







Course s 


Laaves 


Total LsL 


- — " — - — -' - - — 








Year SucQas^ 


SAT Verbal 


-.214 


.049 


-.031 


.060 




« HQ 0 
*^ • Up t 








Disadvantaged 


.103 


.315* 


.090 


.063 


Rlik 


-.171 


-.319* 


-.109 


-.158 


(1) High Performance Ona 










or Two Subjects 


.239 


-.184 


.126 


.103 


(4) Undar-achlever (Reversed) 


.319* 


.042 


.220 


.183 


(6) Huilcal/Artistlc 


,284 


.054 


.122 


.220 


(8) Employment experiance. 


-.244 


-.220 


-.349* 


-.060 


Total Admission (Sum of all 










10 variables) 


.149 


-.232 


-.029 


.051 


*P Itii 


than . 


05 







when the empioyment variable is reveriedj and a new total Is conitructed 
from the four variables in Table 18, the results are more anoouraging. 
Table 19 sumimriEas these data. 

TABLE 19 



Revised Admission Model for Woman 





Cum 


Courses 


Leaves 


Total lit 




GPA 


passed 


PSDS 


Year Suceass 


Revised Total Admission 










for Woman (Sum of Variablas 


,261 


-*181 


,092 


• 176 


li 4 raversadj 6^ 8 raversed) 











. It appears from these data that dlfferant criteria should be used in 
selecting men and woman for the PSDS program, and that for women individual 
variables predict iuceess with greater relifibtllty than even the revised 
admission modal (eompare Tables 18 and 19), In Table 20 a comparison is 
nada between the variables which predict success most highly for the two 
sexes. 
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TABLE 20 

A Comparison of VariablcQ rrcdlcting Success for 
Men and Women 





Men 




(1) 


High grades one or two subjects 


(1) 




Not an under-achlever 


(4) 


(7) 




(6) 


Extracurricular activities 




(8) 


Employment experience 


<8) 


<9) 


Nd welfare 



Women 



High grades one or two subjects 
No^ an under-achiaver 
Mus ica 1 /a rt i s t ic ta len t 

No employment axperienee 



Analysis was aleo completed by school, and the results showed 
different variablas of importance at the different schools* At Pomona 
College the sample was large enough (N^2S) that correlation would have 
been of some use, but for the sake of conslstincy a chl-square analysis 
was used at all five schools. Sample sizes at the other schools were 
Pltzer (18), Scrlpps (15), Clareraont Men's (16), and Harvey Mudd (6). 

In Che eKamination of the data by college, it becomes obvious that 
cerialn of the variables are predictive only at certain colleges, and 
that in fact some variables may be positive predictors at one college and 
negative predictors at another. An example of this is variable 8^ 
successful employment experience. At CMC a high positive relationship 
exists between employment experience and leaving PSDS for regular student 
itatus. (p^,091). Notice, however, that at Pitzer College the same 
variable is negatively related to leaving PSDS (P^.Oll) , In Table 21, (p. 27) 
college by college, the significant admission variables are shown with 
their respective probabilities determined by the Fisher exact teat (Siegeli 
1956). Only variables with a probability of less than ,10 are included in 
the table* Harvey Mudd College Is not included In the analysis because of 
a lack of significant data and a very small sample size. 

Following this analysis, revised admission totals were computed for each 
college by adding together only those variables which were best related to 
success for that college. Some variables included in these revised totals 
were not themselves significantly related to success, but all had positive 
relationships approaching a traditional level of significance. Table 22 
shows the relatinnship between these revised admission totals for the 
colleges and the measures of success. 



TABLE 21 



Table of Probabl llttos from Fisher Exact Testi by 
College (All variables included in revised admission models 
are listed^ but only probabilities less than ,10 are shown) 



Variable 


Cum 
GPA 


Courses 
Passed 


Leaves 
PSDS 


Total 1st 
Year Success 


Pomona College 






Underachievement (Reversed) 
Extracurricular activities 
Suceessful employment eKperience 
Total admission model (All ten variablei 


*Q10 

,084 
i) *095 

_ 


.045 

* ■* " — 


.071 
.020 


1^ 

.020 
.063 


Pit^er College 




Overachievemant 

Ho Successful Employment EKperience 






.011 




Scripps College 






High Performance one or two high 

school subjects 
Musical or artistic talent 
No steady improvement in high school 








.024 


Claremont Men's 


College 







EKtracurricular activities 
Successful employment experience 



TABLE 22 



Revissd Admlialon Totals for Each Collagei 
Exact Probabilities from Flshcar Test 



Cum 

CPA 



Coursei 
Passed 



Leaves 
PSDS 



Total 1st 
Year Succ^ess 



Pomona Total 

(Sutn of 4 raveriad, 7, 8) 

Plt^er Total 

(Sum o£ 5, 8 reversed) 

Scripps Total 

(Sum of Ij 6j 10 reveried) 

cm Total 

(Sum of 7i 8) 



,027 
,029 
,183 
.159 



,144 
,358 
.158 
.154 



.072 
,085 
.010 
,093 



.047 
.085 
.010 
.019 



These dati about the admission model indicate plainly tli^t there are 
eertain non- traditional criteria, simply and easily measured during the 
appllcatian procedure * which are much more highly related to success on 
the program than are traditional admiislon critoria. When uaad in a 
combination with each other in a total admission score that takes sen and 
college into account, the prediction of success can be even more. firmly 
stated, although the relationship is far from a perfect one. 

One additional set of variables was cpnipared to the measures of 
Buccesi, This instrument, the Mooney Problem Check List^ Is not usually 
administered prior to the selection process, but was compared to success 
In this case to determine whethar personal problems might in some way be 
related to success. Only one relationship standa out| between the Adjust- 
ment to College Work (AGW) Scale and number of courses passed. The 
correlation was a positive one for the 1968 class (r«*358j N^36j P<4025) , 
and it auggesti that the more problems a student believes he will have 
adjusting to college work, the more classes he will pass. Although this 
was the enly outstanding relationship observed, this is not to suggest 
that emotlonsl diiturbance has no effect on success in the program, 
particularly since the PSDS staff members have found a number of students 
on the program who rMdlly admit to having not checked all their problems 
on the Mooney Problem Check List, 

This completes the eKamlnation of admission variables and their 
comparison to the measures of succeii. It seems entirely reaionable and 
consistent with these data to suggest that certain non-traditional variables 
should be carefully considered in the admission process^ taking the seK and 
proposed home college of the applicant Into consideration. In the next and 
final section a series of concrete recommendations for future admissions 
procedures will be presented, with the data in this report offered as 
supporting evidence. 
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Specific RecomiTiendattons for 
the Admiisions Procedure 

Consider for admission only those students who meet the criteria 
of being boUh academic rieks and disadvantaged* 

a. Revise the application forms to ensure that the Information 
necessary to determine disadvantaged and risk status is available 
at the time of selection. 

b. Refer those who do not fall into both of these groups to regular 
admissions. 

Use the admiasion variables found In this report to be related to 
success as an Irnportant tool in the final decision process* 

a. Revise the application forms to ensure that all important 
information Is available before the selection prQcedure* EKamplesf 
employment eKperiencai tangible evidence of musical or artistic 
talent, and extracurricular activities* 

b. Compute an admission total score for each applicant according to 
his sax and for each of the colleges for which he is being considered* 

c* If an applicant is being admitted who qualifies for one of the 
negative success variables nder-achlevement ^ for example) , avoid 
placing him into a school t^here the variable is most highly correlated 
with failure (Pomona College, for example). 

d. Use the operational definitions contained in Appendix C to compute 
admission scores* and comblna the variables into the revised sex and 
college totals described in Tables 17, 19, 20, 21 and 22. 

There will, of course, be individual cases where additional external 
circumstances will mkQ the use of this model meaningless. The highest 
correlations obtained between a total admission score and success were 
about .6, and such correlations only account for about ,36 of the variation 
between the two variables* The overall success rate for PSDS should increase 
following the application of this model to the admission process, but the 
success or failure of each individual student is affected by many more things 
than employment eKperience, or musical talent. Soma individuals with high 
admission total scores will fail gloriously, and others with low total scores 
will be tremendously successful* In other words, while this model suggests a 
way of increasing the overall rate of success, It must be used carefully and 
without blind reliance on its variables for admission of students to the 
Program of Special Directed Studies. 

Harvey Mudd College wag largely ignored in the construction of admission 
models* This is partly due to the extremely small sample at HM} and 
partly to the lack of success of this small sample during the last two 
years* For those reasons no specific recommendations for admissions at 
fflC are being offered beyond the general models for the sexes. The whole 
subject of PSDS at KMC was discussed in an informal report from the Research 
and Appraisal Office (i970), and that material does not need review here. 
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Recommendations on© through four outline an admissions policy which 
is expected to lead to a higher rate of overall success. The authors 
advocate the use of these reconimendatlons based on the data presented 
In this report* If the administration of PSDS wishes, for example, not 
to consider a background of welfare in the admissions procedure, that 
would bo a purely administrative decision based on a redefinition of 
the kind of student the program wishes to serve. This report only 
suggests that to do so without changing the program will lower the 
overall rate of success. On a personal level that means raising the 
hopes and expectations of a larger number of students who have a very 
high probability of failure. The authors believe that this program, and 
all college programs, need to weigh the moral issues raised by admitting 
students with a very high probability of failure against those raised by 
the systematic exclusion of applicants on the basis of variables over 
which they may have had little or no control. Furthermore, it cannot be 
denied that the implanientation of the recommendations in this report may 
be viewed by some as subjecting minority applicants to a set of admission 
standards which seems, externally at leasts every bit as arbitrary as the 
traditipnal criteria for admission. The authors recognize this as a 
problem, but a problem common to every admission criterion of every program 
which has more applicants than positions available. Th^ authors flritily 
believe that graduation from one of the Claremont Colleges is the ultimate 
success for any student admitted to PSDS, and that every student admitted 
should have the best possible opportunity to reach that goal* It is because 
of these beliefs that the authors advocate the use of this admission model 
in the future selection of students for the Program of Special Directed 
Studies, 



Appendix A 



Data on the Classification of PSDS Students as Disadvantaged 

The operational definitinn and source of inforniation is Riven for 
each of the nine catagories^ followed by a table ihowing the distrtbu-* 
tion of the 1968 and 1969 PSDS students within that category. 

1) The student is from a minority gi'oup ^ 

Any non-Anglo student was classified as a minority student* In the 
few cases where the student was, of mixed ancestry and group membership 
was In doubt J he was considered to be a minority group member. For example, 
a student is considered to be an American Indian by PSDS and the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs If he has only 1/8 American Indian ancest^* This information 
was gathered from tha admissions applications, which contained a queitlon 
about minority group membership, usually included a photograph of the 
applicant, and the student's own statements about hltuself* 



TABLE A*l 



Ethnicity of PSDS Students 



Ethnic Group 


1968 


1969 


Mexican-Amerlcaii 


26 (65.0%) 


20 


(50.0%) 


Black 


11 (27.57.) 


7 


(17.5%) 


Oriental 




1 


(2.5%) 


American Indian 




7 


(17.5%) 


Caucasian 


2 (5.0%) 


4 


(10.0%) 


Other 


1 (2.5%) 


1 


(2.5%) 




40 (100.0%) 


40 


(100.0%) 



2) He comes from a low-income family or a family whose limited income must 
be divid'ad among a large number of detJendant^s . 



The table which was used to determine low family Income was Included 
in the body of the report (Page 5) and will not be repeated hert* The 
information was obtained from financial statements prepared for use by 
the PSDS Office in determining the budget for each student. Because of 
the confidential nature of these financial statements, no breakdown 
will be made beyond that which appeared in Figurei 2 and 3 (Page 10), 
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3) Hg^ ha a had to work to support his family . 

For Che 1968 and 1969 groups no systenmtic assessment of students 
worklnn to support their famtlias.was made. The available Inforniation 
for 1968 and 1969 was volunteered by the student himself in his college 
application or during an interview; no attempt has been Mda to verify 
the information, and no Information about the length of time or number 
of hours worked, or the percentage of that income which was actually 
made available to the faniily is available. This information has been 
included In the preliminary questionnaire for the 1970 class* 



TABLE A-2 



Percent of Students Who Worked to Help Support Their Families 





1968 


1969 


Yea 
No 


8 (20.0%) 
32 (80.0%) 
40 (100.0%) 


6 
34 
40 


(15.0%) 
(85.0%) 
(100.0%) 





He has been deprived of the material possessions, such as books and 
magazine s; or has not eKperienced the activities, such as private music 
lessons, camp anrf travel, normally ass ocia ted wlW childrren growiiig up 
in advantaged ho^es . " ~ " 

A score of 45 or below in the Environmsntal participation Index was 
considered indicative of disadvantaged status, A score of 45 is the 
midpoint of the interval designated "Average" (see Table 3), When this 
definition is applied, the following distribution results: 



TABLE A-3 



Percent of Students Disadvantaged by EPI Standards 





1968 


1969 


Not Disadvantaged 
Disadvantaged 


20 (50.0%) 
20 (50.0%) 
40 (100.0%) 


22 
18 
40 


(55.0%) 
(45.0%) 
(100.0%) 
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5) Because of his home Itving situation^ he hag had no ado quate place 
to study . 

Ko attempt was made to collect these data from the 1968 and 1969 
groups* Because of thf lack of data, no student was judged to fall 
into this category, This information has been requested in the 1970 - 
preliminary questionnaire. 

6) He has difficulty with the English language , 

A student was judged to have trouble with the English language if 
he met one of three criteria. These are: 1) His parents speak a 
language other than English 50% or more of the time, 2) The student 
speaks a language other than English 30% or more of the time he la 
not in class, 3) The student received no grade in high school English 
higher than C« No student fell into ca^tagory three without also 
meeting the criteria of one of the other two categories. Information 
for categories one and two was obtained from the preliminary 
questionnaires which each student filled out during the summer before 
entering the Claremont Colleges, The grade information was obtained 
from the student's high school transcript, 

TABLE A -4 



Percent of Students Having Difficulty with the English Language 





1968 


1969 


Yes 


18 


(45.0%) 


13 


(32.5%) 


No 


22 


<55,0%) 


27 


(67.5%) 




40 


(100.0%) 


40 


(100.0%) 



7) He has attended elementary and secondary school which may not have 

adequately prepared him academic ally for college; he has not developed 
an average reading speed or good study habits . 



No attempt was made to collect these data from the 1968 and 1969 
groups* Some limited information was available about reading speed, 
but no consistent normative data was available. Because of the 
lack of dataj no student was judged to fall into this category, 

8) His home life has invQlved not living with his complete or natural 
family t having both parents amfiloyed, or frequen tly ha ving changed 
p^laces of resijence , 

A student could qualify for this category in three ways* 1) If 
he were not living with both hia natural father and his natural motheri 
2) If he were living with both parents* and they both worked full tlmei 
or 3) Hia high school transcript indicated he had attended three or 
more different high schools* The infornation concerning with whom the 
; itudent ' lived wag obtained from the application Information 
about both parents working was also obtained from the application 
forms or from the parents' financial statement. Number of high schools 



attended was noted from the offieial transcripts of the student l-he 
qualified for Inclusion in this category. j'- cwno 
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TABU A -5 

Percent of Students from Unusual Family Situati 



on 





1968 


1969 


Disadvantaged Home Life 
Non-dlsadvantaged Home Life 


18 (45.0%) 
22 (55.0%) 
40 (100.0%) 


27 (67.5%) 
13 (42.5%) 
40 (100.0%) 



9. He has a pollgo raeord , 

colStlh? ^^"-^ '^P°"' no attempt has been made to 

eoiiact this information* 
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AppendlK B 

Data on the Classification of FSDS Students as Rlik 



1) SAT Verbal Scorag, 

Scores below 550 are considered Indicative of aeadetnic risk status* 
The following table suimnarlges the 1968 and 1969 classes* 



TABLE B-l 
Distribution of SAT Verbal Seoras 







1968 


1969 


SAT 


Verbal <550 


34 <85.07,) 


31 


(77.5%) 


SAT 


Verbal >550 


6 (15.6%) 


9 


(22,5%) 






40, (100.0%) 


40 


(100,0%) , . 



2) SAT Hath gcores ^^ * 

Scores below 500 (H1C^650) are consldired indicative of academic riak 
status t The following table (Page 36) summarizes the available data. 



ERIC 



TABLE B-2 



Distribution of SAT Math Scores 





1968 


1969 


All senoolB except HHCi 










0£% J. i ia u 11 ^ _4 w V 


30 


(81.1%) 


28 


(77.8%) 


SAT Math > 500 


7 


(18,9%) 


8 


(22.2%) 




37 


(100.0%) 


36 


(100.0%) 


irnC' SAT Math < 650 


1 


(33,3%) 


2 


(50.0%) 


SAT Math > 650 


2 


(66.7%) 


2 


(50.0%) 




3 


(100.0%) 


4 


(100.0%) 


Total' 










SAT Math < Griterlon 


31 


(77.5%) 


30 


(75.0%) 


SAT Math > Criterion 


9 


(22.5%) 


10 


(25.0%) 




40 


(100.0%) 


40 


(100.0%) 



3) SAT Combinad , . 

Scores below 1,05C (IMDi below 1^200) are considered indiGatlva of 
acadamlc risk. The following table summarl^ei the available data. 



TABLE B-3 



Dtstributlon of SAT Combined Scores 





1968 


1969 


All schools ejtcept fflCi 
SAT Combined < 1,050 
SAT Combinad > 1,050 


32 
5 
37 


(86.5%) 
(13.5%) 
(100.0%) 


29 
7 
36 


(80.6%) 
(19.4%) 
(100.0%) 


EMC- 

SAT Combined < 1,200 
SAT Combined > 1,200 


2 
1 

3 


(66.7%) 
(33.3%) 
(100.0%) 


2 
2 

4 


(50.0%) 
(50.0%) 
(100.0%) 


Total' 

SAT Combined < Criterion 
SAT Combined > Crtterion 










34 
6 
40 


(83.0%) 
(15.0%) 
(100.0%) 


31 
9 
40 


(77.5%) 
(22.5%) 
(100.0%) 
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4) Grades , 

A GPA less than 2*75 (Dn a 4,0 scale) is considered indicative of 
academic risk. The following table sumniarizes these data. 



TABLE B-4 



Distribution of High School Grades 



GPA 


1963 


1969 


GPA < 2.75 
GPA > 2.75 


21 (52.5%) 
19 (47.5%) 
40 (100.0%) 


25 (62.5%) 
15 (37,5%) 
40 (100.0%) 



5) Rejection for regular admission at one of the Claremont Colleges , 

Rejection for regular admission at any of the Claremont Colleges Is 
considered indicative of academic risk. The following table summarizes 
these data. The category "not rejected" includes those who did not apply 
for regular admission. 



TABLE B-5 



Percent of Students Rejected for Regular Admission 





1968 


1969 


Rejected 


6 


(15.0%) 


7 


(17.5%) 


Not Rejected 


34 


(85.0%) 


33 


(82.5%) 




40 


(100.0%) 


40 


(100.0%) 



6) Totals . 



Many students were classified as academic risks In more than one 
category. The following table (Page 38) iupmarlgei these data* 



TABLE B-6 
Sumnary of Risk Clasaiflcation 



Classified Risk Bys 




1 

2 
3 
k 
5 



criterion 

criteria 

criteria 

erlterla 

criteria 



I (2.5%) 
7 (17.5%) 
14 (35.0%) 
16 (40.0%) 
_l ( 2.5%) 
39 (97.5%) 
_i ( 2.5%) 
M( 100.0%) 



4 
1 
12 
18 

37 
_3 
40 



1969 



(10.0%) 
( 2.5%) 
(30.0%) 
(45.0%) 
(5.0%) 
(92.5%) 
( 7.5%) 
(100.0%) 
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Appendix C 



Operational definitions for each of the t^n original variables in 
the admission model are given below, along with tableg showing the number 
of students falling into each categot^* 



TABLE C-1 



High Performance in High School Subjects 





1968 


1969 


Score on This Variable 


N % 


N % 


0 


14 335.0 


20 50.0 


1 


11 27.5 


13 32.5 


2 


7 17.5 


2 5,0 


3 


S 12.5 


2 5.0 


4 


2 5.0 


3 . .5 


/ 5 


1 2.5 


0 0.0 




40 100.0 


40 " 100,0^ 


2) Improveinertt in last year of hlah school. 




To qualify, a student had 


to show an Improvement in his grades of 1,00. 


cpmparlng his last year to his 


next to last year. 


Table G-2 sumnarlEes 


these data,' 




TABLE C-2 




Improvement 


Last Year of High Scshool 




1968 


1969 




N % 


N % 


Improveinent 


2 5.0 


3 7*5 


No Improvement: 


38 95,0 


37 92.5 




40 100.0 


40 lOO.O 



It Is obvloui that not enough students qualified for this variable to 
expect any statlitlcally reUablt re iuecess. 



3) High grades at one point, follQved by a subsequent deeline > 

Any student who ihowed a iemtsttr GPA 1*50 less than his previous 
samester GPA qualified. 
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TABUE C-3 
Sharp Decline In Grades 





N 


1968 

% 


M 


1969 

% 




Decline 


2 


5.0 


1 


2.5 




Ho Dec line 


38 


95.0 


39 


97.5 






40 


100.0% 


40 


100.0% 





Again, this variable could hardly be expected to show a statistically 
reliable relationship with success, 

4) High IQ accompanied by underachlevement . 

A student with a measured IQ of 120 or greater (any available test 
result) with a high school GPA > 2.75 qualified. 



TABLE C-4 
Underachieivetnent 



Underachievement 
No underachievement 



1968 



N 



8 
32 
40 



20.0 
80.0 
100,0 



1969 
N % 



8 
32 
40 



20.0, 
80.0 
106,0 



TABLE C -5 

Overaehievement 





N 


•1968 

7. 


H 


1969 

. % 


Ove ra ch ievenient 
No overachlevement 


2 
38 
40 


5.0 

95.0 
100.0 


1 

39 
40 


2.5 
97.5 

100.0 



Again, the small number qualifying make statlatical analysts difficult. 



6) Muilcal or artistie talent , 

A student could quall;^ In aevaral waysi all A's in high ichool 
music, art j or drama classos; pro fesslonal experience; a particular 
mention of Int^rast; or chg reGoraiandation of his talent by somtone 
vrlting for him. 



Musical/Artistic Talent 





H 


1968 

% 


N 


1969 

% 




Muilcal/Artistle talen 
No Muslcal/Artiatle 
fcalone 


t 6 

34 
40 


15.0 

85.0 
100.0 


4 

36 
40 


10.0 

90.0 

100,0 
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7) Varied tnterests and eKtracurrigular aetlvltles * 

A student mentioning four or more high sehool extracurricular sctivltiei, 
while maintaining a GPA of 2.50 or graater, qualified. 



TABLE C-7 



Extracurricular Activities 





1968 
N % 


M 


1969 

% 


Extracurricular activities 
No extracurricular activities 


24 
16 
40 


60.0 
40.0 

ido.o 


14 
26 
40 


35.0 
65.0 
100.0 



8) Successful employment experience , 

A student qualified if he took a Job and maintained a difference of 
no greater than 0.50 In his high school GPA between the first aemaster 
he worked and the semester just prior to his working, A student could 
not qualify If was fired from hla Job* 

' , TABLE C-8 



Employment 





1968 


1969 




N 


% 


N 


% 


Employoient 


23 


57.5 


7 


17.5 


No Employment 


17 


42. S 


33 


82.5 






100 .0 


40 


100,0 



9) No history of family on we 1 fare ■ 

A student was qualified on the basis of data available* 

TABLE C-9 



Welfare 





1968 




1969 




N 


% 


N 




% 


Mo history of welfare 


29 


72.5 


30 




75.0 


History of welfare 


11 


27.5 


10 




25.0 




40 


100,0 


40 




100.0 



10) steady improvement In high school . 

A student whose semester grades improved four straight semesters 
qualified, regardless of the amount of Improveinent . 

1!ABLE C-10 



Steady Improvement 





1968 
M % 


N 


1969 

% 


steady 
No Ste* 


Improvemant 
idy Improveinent 


3 
37 
40 


7.5 
92.5 
100,0 


6 
34 
40 


15.0 
85.0 
100.0 
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